Re: F of I matters 

September 1, 1971 

Dear Harold, 

I've 22SXXSSS been working so hard on my thesis for the last 3 or 4 
h weeks I can hardly believe it myself. Fortunately l'm making reasonable 
progress. So, that s why l'm just getting around to replying to your 
mailing of the ±£g 16th. No lack of interest is involved. 

I appreciate the comments in your note of the 6th on F of I suits. You 
and Jim L. are keeping me quite well informed. I don’t expect to do anything 

= — - - or a couple of months. Ihaven t even bugged the JD for xee not responding 
to my^appeals in 3 months (one case) and 2 months (another.) 

I have thought about filing a couple of other requests. One would be for 
4 or 5 specific items in the HQ FBI file (CE 834 ) that I really would like to 
see. (One of my pending requests of course includes the whole file.) .Another 
would be for some CD that I do not have, that is withheld, and that I 32 m really 
want enough to press for. None have come to mind; the best candidate so far is 
EixxSgx the FBI interview of Nosenko. I have a fairly good case 3. for access 
to the McDermid page I have on appeal, but I suspect they will give it to me (if 
they have any sense i ) and anyhow I ve got it • Any other ideas about items or 
classes of items that should be requested? 

( Have you been following Dick Tracy on mate neutron activation analysis? 

238X A worthy successor to the unreliable and messy 'paraffin test’." Right on. 

That reminded me to ask if you were planning to ask for the HAA test results . 

I recall that you mentioned that you would show the letter which I found for you 
(indicating vaguely what tests were done) ysrx to Jim and Rid when appropriate. 

I understand that legally our case is a bit weaker than for the spectro, since 
tfex the WC did not use the NAA test. However, if you win the spectro suit it 
might be good to have the NAA request in. It might be a good request for 
me to make since I could pretend to have some special competence as a highly- 
overtrained sgssamkxsS^ scientist , and argue with them about the inadequacy of 
the letter reporting the results. But if you think I shouldn't give anything 
away, I wont. 

Let me respond in some detail to your 8/4 comments on my 7/31 to Eckhoff , 
gi-sdng some of the reasons for these requests. Item (1) is on appeal at the JD. 

You say that item ( 2 ) will involve privacy violration matters. I assume you 
infer this from what someone (Guy Johnson) told you had to be there; I ssehx expect 
it may not be there at all. I answered asm for them on item (4), Odum DE 1, 
because they had already given that reply long ago, but I want it repeated in a 
F of I context. Ch (6), the HTJAC “public file” on LHO, I just found out from 

the Nation that such files really are public in the sense that they are given to 
any Congressman who asks, let's see if the Archives tells me that. In general, 
these 11 items were selected to clarify various points of the law and its application 
rather than jsesj solely for their intrinsic interest, i'll keep you informed; there 
has been no reply yet. 


Sincerely, 

faJi 


ccs JNS, CSS 



